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Remarks 

Reconsideration of this Application is respectfully requested. 

Upon entry of the foregoing amendment, claims 1, 14-16, 18, 20-26 and 30-54 
are pending in the application, with 1, 14, 16, 18, 21, 30, and 49 - 54 being the 
independent claims. Claims 2-13, 17, 19, and 27 were canceled in a previous 
amendment. Claims 28 and 29 are sought to be canceled without prejudice to or 
disclaimer of the subject matter therein. Claims 1, 14, 16, 18, 21, 30, 33, 36, 39, 42, and 
45-51 are sought to be amended. New claims 52-54 are sought to be added. These 
changes are believed to introduce no new matter, and their entry is respectfully 
requested. 

Based on the following remarks, Applicants respectfully request that the 
Examiner reconsider all outstanding rejections and that they be withdrawn. 

Rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 112 

On page 3 of the Office Action, claims 33, 36, 39, 42, 45, and 48 were rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph, as allegedly being indefinite for failing to 
particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which Applicants regard as 
the invention. Applicants have amended the rejected claims to address the alleged 
deficiencies, and respectfully request that the rejection be reconsidered and withdrawn. 

Rejections under 35 U.S.C. §102 

On page 3 of the Office Action, claims 1, 14-16, 18, 20-26 and 28-51 were 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 5,862,325 to 
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Reed et al. (hereinafter Reed). Applicants respectfully traverse the rejection, and request 

that it be withdrawn. 

Differences exist between Reed and the claimed embodiments of the present 

invention. For example, new claim 52 recites the following: 

maintaining state information on the device, wherein the 
state information is data representative of at least one 
resource of the device. 

Reed does not teach or suggest this feature of claim 52. On page 3 of the Office 
Action, the Examiner cites sections of Reed and asserts that they teach "provisions for 
monitoring and maintaining the communications status of a user and maintaining version 
data for service and communication objects of the consumer devices." Applicants 
disagree with the Examiner's characterization. However, even assuming arguendo that 
Reed describes what the Examiner alleges, such a description would not teach or suggest 
maintaining state information, as recited in claim 52. In particular, operations on a 
communications status, version data for service and communication objects do not 
specify data representative of a resource of a device. Rather, they specify data 
representative of an object or of the status of a user within the communication system. 
Both the status of a user and the version of an object are not device specific. 

The state information recited in claim 52 (and the other independent claims) is 
device dependent. They enable the device receiving information (such as, but not limited 
to, a PDA) to display the information in a manner that takes into consideration the 
resources of the device (such as, but not limited to, the screen size of the device or the 
operating system being run on the device). The sections of Reed cited by the Examiner 
do not teach or suggest device dependent features. Rather, they, at most, describe 
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communication system dependent features such as a version of an object within the 

system or a user's communication status. Provisions for monitoring and maintaining 

such features are based on protocols implemented in a communication system and not 

data representative of at least one resource of a device. 

As best understood, in col. 22, lines 5-14, Reed describes attributes of 

communication objects such as pages, SystemID, and markup language version used to 

generate instances of the object. In col. 30, lines 49-62, Reed describes how multiple 

versions of a communication object are handled. In some cases, multiple versions of a 

communications object may be retained so a user can revert to previous versions of the 

communications object. The number of retained versions depends on global preference 

attributes or a communication object preference attribute and one or more archiving 

rules. In col. 92, line 24 - col. 93, line 29 of Reed, techniques dealing with multiple 

versions of a communications object are further described. In one technique, each time a 

new version of a communication object is created, a network address is generated and 

stored in the communications object along with the current date and time. Next, a copy 

of a previous version of the communications object is renamed and stored on the local or 

network file system. Both the current and renamed objects are then sent to the server. 

Whenever a new object is received at the consumer, version monitoring is done to ensure 

version synchronization between the server and the consumer. Another technique is to 

have the consumer submit the UID and the version value of the communications object 

to be updated to the server. The server then sends the consumer all missing versions. 

Certain parameters, such as user preferences, may also be considered in monitoring the 
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version of a communications object. Previous versions can also be archived as backups 

to prevent data loss in the case of corruption, hardware failures, etc. 

Accordingly, Reed describes a process for handling multiple versions based on 
information stored in the communication object, system preferences (such as global 
preference attributes), or user preferences. In contrast to the claimed invention, Reed 
does not teach or suggest "maintaining state information on the device, wherein the state 
information is data representative of at least one resource of the device" or "processing 
said event on the device based at least on the state information to recover the data object 
in a format suitable to the device." 

In col. 98, lines 35-61, Reed describes monitoring the versions of a service 
object. Push and pull techniques can be used to ensure current versions of a service 
object are in needed locations of the system. Whenever a method call is made, version 
monitoring is used to ensure the most current version of the service object is used. 
Applicants assert that a version of a service object is not device specific information and 
does not constitute data representing at least one resource of a device. 

In col. 141, lines 22-45, Reed describes how the addition of API functions allow 
programs to monitor the communications status of a user. Using an API telephony call, 
programs may determine if a user was on the telephone and may forward information to 
the user accordingly by other means, such as a cellular phone. Applicants assert that this 
portion of Reed describes operations relating to information of a user and does not teach 
or suggest maintaining data representative of at least one resource of the device. 

Thus, Applicants respectfully assert that Reed does not teach or suggest 
"maintaining state information on the device, wherein the state information is data 
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representative of at least one resource of the device" or "processing said event on the 

device based at least on the state information to recover the data object in a format 

suitable to the device," as recited in claim 52. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully 

assert that claim 52 and its dependent claims are patentable over Reed. 

Independent claims 1, 14, 16, 18, 21, 30, 49-51, 53 and 54 recite similar features 

as claim 52. Accordingly, for at least the above reasons, Applicants respectfully assert 

that claims 1, 14, 16, 18, 21, 30, 49-51, 53 and 54 and their respective dependent claims 

are patentable over Reed. 
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Conclusion 

All of the stated grounds of rejection have been properly traversed, 
accommodated, or rendered moot. Applicants therefore respectfully request that the 
Examiner reconsider all presently outstanding rejections and that they be withdrawn. 
Applicants believe that a full and complete reply has been made to the outstanding 
Office Action and, as such, the present application is in condition for allowance. If the 
Examiner believes, for any reason, that personal communication will expedite 
prosecution of this application, the Examiner is invited to telephone the undersigned at 
the number provided. 

Prompt and favorable consideration of this Amendment and Reply is respectfully 
requested. 



Respectfully submitted, 




Mtchael Q. Lee 
Attorney for Applicants 
Registration No. 35,239 



:ssler, Goldstein & Fox p.l.l.c. 



Date: 
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